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' DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another 
filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, 
except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects 
for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international 
application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 
language. 

2. Claims 1, 2„ 9, 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Friend et al. (US 2001/0032165 Al). 

3. As per independent Claim 1, Friend discloses a system for conducting commerce 
including a community of participants in a market segment of an industry (abstract) 
comprising: a computer network; a user; the market segment within the industry of 
interest to the user; a database for information relevant to the industry or to the market 
segment accessible to the user via the computer network (Fig.4-7a), the database 
comprising at least one of: data, a value-added service and a commerce service; and a 
user interface, wherein the user interface provides access to the information (Para 001 1- 
0016, 0037). 

4. As per independent Claims 9 and 19, Friend discloses a process for facilitating 
development of a community of participants in a vertically-related market (abstract) 
comprising the steps of: identifying a participant (Para 0041, registered user); identifying 
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an industry of interest to the participant; identifying a market segment within the industry 
of interest to the participant; compiling information relevant to the industry or to the 
market segment comprising at least one of: data, a value-added service and a commerce 
service; and displaying the information (Para 001 1-0016, 0037). 

5. As per Claims 2 and 20, Friend discloses wherein the computer network comprises the 
Internet. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the 
prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention 
was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability 
shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 3-8, 10-18, 21-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable 
over Friend. 

8. As per Claims 3, 4, 10-14, and 21-25, Friend does not expressly show wherein the 
community comprises a market segment within an industry, a plurality of market 
segments within an industry, a single industry, the chemical industry, the paint and 
coatings market segment of the chemicals industry, or the adhesives and sealants market 
segment of the chemical industry. 

9. However these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and 
are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The commerce conducting 
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system/process would be performed regardless of the type of community used. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 
of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

10. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used a community comprising a market segment within an 
industry, a plurality of market segments within an industry, a single industry, the 
chemical industry, the paint and coatings market segment of the chemicals industry, or 
the adhesives and sealants market segment of the chemical industry, because such data 
does not functionally relate to the steps in the method claimed and because the subjective 
interpretation of the data does not patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

1 1. As per Claims 5, 15, and 26, Friend does not expressly show wherein the system further 
comprises one or more of the following users (market participants): a feedstock producer; 
a raw material producer; a manufacturer; an end user of the manufacturer's product; an 
original equipment manufacturer; and a supporting participant, wherein the supporting 
participant comprises one of: a consulting firm, a testing firm, or a logistics firm and an 
indirect supply manufacturer. 

12. However these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and 
are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The commerce conducting 

! 

system/process would be performed regardless of the type of user (market participants) 
involved. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from 
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the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 
401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In reLowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

13. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have involved a feedstock producer; a raw material producer; a 
manufacturer; an end user of the manufacturer's product; an original equipment 
manufacturer; and a supporting participant, wherein the supporting participant comprises 
one of: a consulting firm, a testing firm, or a logistics firm and an indirect supply 
manufacturer in the system, because such data does not functionally relate to the steps in 
the method claimed and because the subjective interpretation of the data does not 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

14. As per Claims 6, 16, and 30, Friend does not expressly show wherein the data comprise 
at least one of: a corporate detail; a market information report; a business intelligence 
report; an end-user customer product demand report; a product offering; a service 
offering; and a logistics detail. 

15. However these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and 
are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The commerce conducting 
system/process would be performed regardless of the type of data used. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 
of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); In reLowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

16. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have provided data to include: a corporate detail; a market 
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information report; a business intelligence report; an end-user customer product demand 
report; a product offering; a service offering; and a logistics detail, because such data 
does not functionally relate to the steps in the method claimed and because the subjective 
interpretation of the data does not patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

17. As per Claims 7, 17, 31, 35 and 37, Friend does not expressly show wherein the value- 
added service comprises at least one of: a Material Safety Data Sheet; a starting-point 
formula; a formulation determination calculator; a problem solving service; a market 
report; a business intelligence report; training service; executant with access managed 
through an object brokering service; and a scripted function executed with an ASP 
program. 

18. However these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and 
are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The commerce conducting 
system/process would be performed regardless of the value-added service provided. 
Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior 
art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 
(Fed. Cir. 1983); In reLowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

19. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have provided a value-added service comprising at least one of: a 
Material Safety Data Sheet; a starting-point formula; a formulation determination 
calculator; a problem solving service; a market report; a business intelligence report; 
training service; executant with access managed through an object brokering service; and 
a scripted function executed with an ASP program, because such data does not 
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functionally relate to the steps in the method claimed and because the subjective 
interpretation of the data does not patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

20. As per Claims 8, 18, 32, 36 and 38, Friend does not expressly show wherein commerce 
service comprises at least one of: a multi-vendor product catalog; a liquid exchange for 
high-volume commodities; a customer-specific pricing functionality; a quotation 
functionality; a purchasing-agent service; a surplus-auction service; single point system- 
to-system integration service; executant with access managed through an object brokering 
service; and a scripted function executed with an ASP program. 

21. However these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and 
are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The commerce conducting 
system/process would be performed regardless of the commerce service provided. Thus, 
this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in 
terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. 
Cir. 1 983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1 579, 32 USPQ2d 1 03 1 (Fed. Cir. 1 994). 

22. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have provided a commerce service comprising at least one of: a 
multi-vendor product catalog; a liquid exchange for high-volume commodities; a 
customer-specific pricing functionality; a quotation functionality; a purchasing-agent 
service; a surplus-auction service; single point system-to-system integration service; 
executant with access managed through an object brokering service; and a scripted 
function executed with an ASP program, because such data does not functionally relate to 
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the steps in the method claimed and because the subjective interpretation of the data does 
not patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

23. As per Claims 27-29, Friend does not expressly show wherein the database comprises a 
Microsoft SQLServer database or a document repository. 

24. However these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and 
are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The commerce conducting 
system/process would be performed regardless of the database used. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 
of patentability, see re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401,404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); In relowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

25. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used a database comprising a Microsoft SQLServer database 
or a document repository, because such data does not functionally relate to the steps in 
the method claimed and because the subjective interpretation of the data does not 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

26. As per Claims 33-34, Friend does not expressly show wherein the user interface 
comprises an HTML page. 

27. However these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and 
are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The commerce conducting 
system/process would be performed regardless of the user interface used. Thus, this 



descriptive material will no 



distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 



r 
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of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); In reLowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

28. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used an user interface comprising an HTML page, because 
such data does not functionally relate to the steps in the method claimed and because the 
subjective interpretation of the data does not patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

Conclusion 

29. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

30. The following non-patent literature is cited to show the best non-patent literature prior art 
found by the examiner: 

Democker, Judy, "B-To-B Aggregators - Vertical Domination - 
Vertical Aggregators Have More Than Turned A Few Heads. Now 
They're Poised To Dominate B-To-B E-Commerce. Can They Pull It 
Off?" InternetWeek, February 7, 2000. 

Democker discloses a commerce conducting system, wherein buyers and 
sellers are aggregated online. 

3 1 . Additional Literature has been referenced on the attached PTO-892 form, and the 
Examiner suggests the applicant review these documents before submitting any 
amendments. 
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32. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonathan Ouellette whose telephone number is (703) 605- 
0662 ((571) 272-6807 effective April 13, 2005). The examiner can normally be reached 
on Monday through Thursday, 8am - 5:00pm. 

33. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Weiss can be reached on (703) 308-2702. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned (703) 872-9306 for all 
official communications. 

34. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 306-5484. 




March 7, 2005 





